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Dear Sir: 

In an Office Action dated 1/14/2003 (Paper No. 4), the Examiner issued a Request for 
Election with regard to the above-identified patent appUcation. Generally, the Examiner indicated 
that the above-noted patent application has claims directed to a number of patentably distinct species, 
namely Species 1 according to Figures 1-3, Species 2 according to Figure 4, Species 3 according to 
Figures 6A-C 7, Species 4 according to Figures 8 A-B, Species 5 according to Figure 9, and Species 6 
according to Figures 1 0- 1 1 D. Applicant hereby provisionally elects with traverse to prosecute claims 
readable on Species 6 (according to Figures 10-1 ID) in this patent application. Claims readable on 
Species 6 include Claims 1-27, 32-45, 47-49, 53-55 and 59-61. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider examining all of the originally 
filed 68 claims in this application. Initially, all of the claims are directed to a push-pin assembly for 
a disk drive servo writer. It would seem that this is a relatively narrow field in relation to most cases 
that are filed with the Patent Office. In addition, it is quite likely that there are a relatively limited 



number of patents that the Examiner would have to consider in examining all of the originally filed 
claims. Search strategies could likely be developed by the Examiner for purposes of examination 
that would be applicable to evaluating multiple species that are disclosed in the subject patent 
application and that are covered by one or more of the pending claims. Finally, only 5 of the 6 
species identified by the Examiner are the subject of one or more claims (Species 2-6). The species 
of Figures 1-3 does not address the structure of a push-pin assembly that is the subject of any of the 
originally filed claims. The push-pin assemblies of Figures 4-10 each have a contact pin having a 
shaft that is disposed within a body, where at least one vibration damper is disposed between at least 
part of the contact pin shaft and at least part of the body. Based upon this commonality, the number 
of species that Applicant is requesting the Examiner to consider examining in this application does 
not seem unreasonable. 

Based upon the foregoing, Applicant respectfiiUy requests that the Examiner withdraw the 
outstanding requirement to elect a single species, and proceed with the examination of all 68 of the 
originally filed claims. Applicant would request that any maintenance of the species restriction by 
the Examiner in the next communication be accompanied by a recitation of the Examiner's position 
under MPEP §803 in order to allow AppUcant to specifically address this position. 



Respectfiilly submitted. 
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